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REMARKS 



Claims 1-26 are pending in the application. Claims 1,18 and 21 are the independent 
claims. Claims 1-26 stand rejected. 



Claims 1-17 and 21-26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Harvey et al. (US 6,519,629) in view of Taylor (US 2004/0210659). 

Without waiving whether the rejection of claim 1 was proper, applicant has 
incorporated the text of claims 14 and 15 into claim 1 in order to expedite examination, and 
respectfully assert that this amendment overcomes the rejection. 

Regarding the rejection of claim 15, applicant respectfully disagrees. The Harvey 
reference discloses that "A login dialog screen is opened for the user. A user provides 
registration information (e.g. full name, address, personal information, etc.) and forwards the 
information to the central controller. The login display screen provides the user with a user- 
id, and prompts the user to supply a password." (Harvey, Col. 5, lines 2-7). 

The examiner states that this could be a pointer to a session of which the first 
application is associated. Applicant respectfully disagrees. What the cited reference appears 
to disclose is means of validating a user's credentials, rather than a pointer to a session of 
which the first application is associated. 

Even if the reference could be construed as a pointer to a session, the reference still 
does not disclose all the limitations of applicant's claim. Applicant's claim discloses that the 
pointer is passed via the invitation from the first computing object, through at least one of the 
other ones of the plurality of computing objects, to the first application. This method does 
not require user interaction, whereas the Harvey reference does, as evidenced by the language 
"A login display screen . . . prompts the user to supply a password." (Harvey, Col. 5, lines 5- 
7) (emphasis added). As such, applicant respectfully submits that claim 15 is in condition for 
allowance. 

Because claim 15 would be in condition for allowance if not withdrawn (see below) 
and the text of claim 15 has been amended into claim 1, applicant respectfully submits that 
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claim 1 is now in condition for allowance, and requests that the examiner withdraw the 
rejection. 

Claims 2-13 and 16-17 depend from claim 1 and include every limitation of claim 1. 
Among other reasons, because claim 1 has been patentably defined over the prior art, 
applicant respectfully submits that claims 2-13 and 16-17 are patentably defined over the 
prior art. 

The examiner rejected dependent claims 14-15 under 35 USC § 103 as being 
anticipated by Harvey in view of Taylor. Applicant has withdrawn the claims because they 
are incorporated into claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 21, the claim has been amended to disclose that the computer 
readable instructions for inviting computing objects comprise a pointer to a session of which 
the computer application is associated. For the reasons above, applicant respectfully submits 
that the cited references do not disclose this limitation. Applicant respectfully requests that 
the amendment puts the claim in condition for allowance. 

Claims 22-26 depend from claim 21 and include every limitation of claim 21. 
Because claim 21 has been patentably defined over the prior art, applicant respectfully 
submits that claims 22-26 are patentably defined over the prior art. 

Claims 18-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Harvey et al. (US 6,516,629) in view of Pederson et al. (US 2004/0198403). 

Applicant has amended claim 18 to indicate that the protocol further comprises a 
second message indicative of a pointer to the application session. Neither Harvey nor 
Pederson disclose such a limitation. Applicant respectfully submits that this puts claim 18 in 
condition for allowance. 

Claims 19-20 depend from claim 18 and include every limitation of claim 18. 
Because claim 18 has been patentably defined over the prior art, applicant respectfully 
submits that claims 19-20 are patentably defined over the prior art. 
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CONCLUSION 



In the view of the foregoing remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that the present 
application is in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the application and an early 
Notice of Allowance are respectfully requested. In the event that the Examiner cannot allow 
the application for any reason, the Examiner is encouraged to contact Applicants' 
representative. 



Date: October 22, 2007 



Woodcock Washburn LLP 
Cira Centre 

2929 Arch Street, 12th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19104-2891 
Telephone: (215) 568-3100 
Facsimile: (215) 568-3439 



/Michael J. Swope/ 
Michael J. Swope 
Registration No. 38,041 
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